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- Misbranding of: the article was alleged in that the label was so designed and
deviged as to lead the public to believe that the article was a compound of olive
¢il, whereas, in truth and in fact, it contained only cottonseed oil and no olive
oil whatsoever. Turther misbranding was alleged in that it was offered for
sale under the distinctive name, a4 compound of oilve oil, whereas, in truth and
in fact, it contained only cottonseed oil, )

On December 12, 1919, no claimant having appeared for the property, judg-
meinit of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the
court that the pr oduct be sold by the United States marshal.

E. D. BALL, Acting Seeretary of Agriculture.

S$381. Adualteration and mishbranding of sauerkraunt, 7, 8. * * ¥ v, 285
Cases, More or Less, of Sauerkrant. Consent decree of condemmia-
tion and forfeiture. Produet released on bond. (I & D. No. 10080.
I. 8. No. 11870-r. " 8. No, €-1166.)

On May 6, 1919, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
OlLio, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Dis-
trict Court of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure and
condemnation of 283 cases of sauerkraut, at Columbus, Ohio, consigned on or
about January 30, 1919, by the Scottsburg Canning Co., Scottshurg, Ind., al-
leging that the article was transported from the State of Indiana into the State
of Ohio, and charging adulteration and misbranding in vielation of the I'cod
and Drugs Act. ‘

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this
department showed that the average contents of the cans consisted of 23.4
ounces, or 70.1 per cent of drained kraut, and 10 ounces, or 29.9 per cent of
liquor, - » '

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libél in that the article con-
tained an average of 23.4 ounces of drained kraut, the balance being water,
whereas it should have contained 28 ounces of drained kraut. Iurther adul-
teration was alleged in that the product had brine in excess of that contained
‘in commercial smerl ‘aut, which had been mixed and packed with, and sub-
stituted wholly or in part for, the article.

Misbranding of the article wag alleged in that the statement “ Fancy Grade
Sauerkraut,” on the label on the article, was false and mls,leadmg and de-
ceived and misled the purchaser by representing the product to e commercial
saunerkraut, whereas it was sauerkraut and liquor in excess of the amount
present in commercial sauverkraut,

On July 81, 1919, the Scottsburg Canning Co., claimant, having congented
to the entry of a decree, judgment of condemnation, and forfeiture was entered,
and it was ordered by the court that -the product be released to the claimant
upon the payment of the costs of the proceedings and the filing of a bond in
the sum of $500, in conformity with section 10 of the act.

E. D. Barn, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure,

8382, Adulteration and misbranding of alleged gelatin, U, S, % % x
1 Drom Containing a Produet Purporting to be Gelatin, Default
decree of condemnation, foxfeliture, and destroction. (F. & D. No.
10160. I. 8. No. 11869-r. S. No. C “’O’)

On May G, 1919, the United States attorney for the Southern District of Obio,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District Court
of the United States for said distriet a libel for the seizure and condemnation’
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of one drum of an article purporting to be gelatin, at London, Ohio, con-
signed on or about March 4, 1919, by the W. B, Wood Mfg. Co., St. Louis, dMo.,
alleging that the article was transported from the State of DMissouri into the
State of Ohio, and charging adulteration and migbranding in violation of the
Food and Drugs Act. , :

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this de-
partment showed that it consisted in ]_;ZU.L oi Glue, and that it conhuned 1405
parts per million of zine,

Adulteration of the article was qlleged in the libel in that rrlue had been
mixed 411(1 packed with, and substituted WhoHy or in part for, ge}atm Iar-
ther aQulteration was alleged in that the ,u'tlcle contained an added poisonous,
deleterious ingredient, to wit, zine, w mch mi ght ,1'611(191‘ thé article injurious to
health. ‘

\hsbrandmo of the article was alleged in that 1t was an nmtatlon of, and wa
offered for sale under the distinctive name of, another article.

On February 24, 1920, no claimant ]nvmﬂ apDeared for the propertv judg-
* ment of conc.ennmtlon and forfeiture was entered and. it was ordered by the
court that the pwduct be destroyed by the United States Inalshdl

L. D. Baurn, Acting Seu)ctau of Agriculturc,

=

8383, Adulteratxon and nufsbranauw of cunned corn, U. S, * * % ~, N35
- Cases of Corn. Consent decree of condemnation and forfeiture.
Produet released on bond. (F. & D. Nos. 10573, 10574, I S. Nos.

T689-r, 7690-r. §S. Nos. C-1289, C-1290.)

On or-about June 12, 1919, the United States attorney for the Kastern Dis-
triet of Michigan, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in
the District Court of the United States for said district a libél for the seizure
and condemnation of 735 cases of corn, at Bay City, Mich., alleging that the
article had been shipped on October 12, 1918, by A. A, Linton, Clarisville, Ohio,
and transported from the State of 01110 into the State of Mlclngm and charging
4(1111L01'at10n and nnsbhmdmg in violation of the Food and Drugs Act. The
article was labeled in part, ¢ Purest Brand Sugar Corn” and “Good Health
Brand Extra Fine Sugar Corn,” and each bhrand was also labeled * Packed by
A. A. Linton Clarksville, Ohio.”

Analysis of samples of the article by .the Bur eau of (‘hennstry of this depart-
ment showed that the contents of the cans consisted essentially -of field corn.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel in that other substances,
field corn, were substituted for sugar corn, which the article purported to be.

AMisbranding of the article was alleged in that the label on.the article indi-
cated that the article was sugar corn, whereas it was field corn. Further mis-
branding was alleged in that statements on the label on the can regarding its
contents were false and misleading and deceived and misled the purchaser into
believing that the article was sugar cmn, whereas, in fact and in truth, it was
field corn. : ‘

On May 14, 1920, H.unmond Standish Co., claimant, h‘wmo consented to the
entry of a decree, judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and
it was ordered by the court that the product be delivered to the claimant upon
the payment of the costs of the proceedings and the filing of a bond in the sum
of $500, in conformity with section 10 of the act.

B. D. Barr, Acting Scerctary of Agriculture,



